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cufuixq TT^ deiVl 
(■giftrpq- fawr) 

(dw Rg^r *wfo3¥u<rw ) 

Srfil^rHI 

^i 30 fadKH, 2005 

3TltW 

^ppsft, fiFTryafrr3 ura T^ r^lPdd t ffftpgte %arreraf ht mia^M 

Piut|<4c6 'iffa 


F. 14/8/2004-^1^^—1995 4 ^T^TT #PJT^c3> tftp STfaRPFT 1975 3§t 2TRT 9 

cF7 (5) 3#? (qifecT TOJ3ft W^TFT, v3H ^R MIcHM cR 3TT^R 

cwr «rf!r Pmforr) toTRcft 1995 f? ; 


«b. ygffit ^ Hfsten 

vjiter ^ writer vjfm ^ RftrtRcT nf^n #4 f4^n w t 1 

cf>. 1 Rfe ^ q ^ rfcT cF^T 7RU t) * tRq> (TOflfacT) 

1995 eft STRT 9 ^ (5) 3#? #FRJo3> (RfecT cp^STt eft ms^M, ^R 
cR 3T]cRRf IR cRjcft 3#? WRW) pRHNof!, 1995 cfr 3fJtfR WPT, RpH£< ^ 
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F5f d> vSTT^t dlxfal $ ^lofl'tl Adt <£ ^tcR felRacl ^ 3PT^ AdR SftSJd cft^t cf>t *ldiS 

4t Vff i 

cp .5 totk ^f> ^ ^Htyjccb «fri (# <ft f # ) $ 3Fj^to Ann w «rr f^ vsrm 

3Tcrf^ ^rflcT ftwt #d d*jf cfc FRct 3 f^ cRxJ eft 3TRTIcff ^ ^ TOJd ^ I 

eft.6 5ftAcftT$ ^ ^f f^FT 6(3) ^ 3TJFR t?lt <£ W Pl^Tdchl 3ffc ^TTcTRT ^ RM 

^63TRT STf^RJCT eft ^rfeT I 

eft.7 ff f fe cftft $ f^FT 6(4) dt 3F£dR ^xftTT M dt feft? Mdcft/vieMlc^l eftt ^ft H^mcTl 

i 

eft.8 ffr$[ 'ift W Pl^ldcft/^c^T^ft SWT 3RT Piiilddh/dddfcicft> ^ ^FFT-^fNT ^ ^t?R McNeil 

eftT ^xR/TJeTdT d# felT I 

eft. 9 fexft 4 f^Td ^ ^dTdrrfr f^m 6(2) ^ 3 fj*ttc ^ $ wr 

3 TJftdT <5t TFft f^RFt w 3T3^m f^F T FTT 1% ^ 31^^ ^ # 

PrmPd Wft-^FT d> “ftdR Moft eftT \3xTC ^ ^TedT? $ I pRFT 6(3) ^ d?d W Mtfcfti 

eftt ^ FF Fftft, 3ik imidfcRit eft FfeFF t?ft ^ ^cfTFRT eftt ‘ft “Mt F^t sft i 

eft. i o. 3 red 7 dcft eft xn& tfcT FTet dt ^d sTTef 3TTdTd^/^TtWT eftt sft f^Hefr 

f^RFT 6(4) ^ 3TJFR 3i|c|^cft' tjddRt ^TfadFeftdt s[RT v3Mef£T eftTR ^ I 


eft. 11. fcfttft 'ft 3fRTTdF? gR? FHTdett eftT fttf ^xR/^dT M^d dft ftt M ft I 
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E ^RTC TTeflTcF^T t i qfcfte^R qg- 

’ t^fr ttftri mvn -$ fcR^r afk M ^ ^r 

3?cER fclPlRiclill W\ 3 t I TtcfhR^T fctf^RT ^qf cR yjichdl 

L fiWel iflcflwld ^ 3R^T WTR t M I ^ H (^MtRT) 3jfa ^cR 
^ ^ ^eTl^d ^ ^TRT Rrw ^q ^ RRT qrar t 

^TR Wcf q5t $m f | 3ftMlRT RI> ^ 3#R^k iff#*R t 3fft 
^ *3rer ^mr, ^gra ^t ^ ftlWu ^?qRt sfft sfrfM c$M, 

3fft 3TR ^qrfen ^cpgff^ 3 1%2JT 3fRT t | T^3TT^ft^ ^ 

^ * fen? ^T y^fpTT f^RT vJTRn t 3ik ster ^rr ,m^( 


WT TTRtft, 


Eeirai 
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^M'^cKTT ^c^Jf^cRT 3?fa ^e)c|^|Pl‘cf) flfe^T ^ foTT* ^ f^TT 'TOT f I ^WWt^T 

gfk ^T3Tlt^k^T 3TTO-3Toffi WR $ t 3#k ^ ^ toV) 

f^xr XiTI TOTcT f | #qpge^ TO^fW 39031100 c^ 3Tcffe ^%kT y«wMqd' HlcH'tc^ 

(f^r ;jtft dk xrc frfrq^T tot % tott wtctt f) ^fterT wer % «n^ t l 

Mlcfl^fr T ^ #qTgc^ tfa? 3#f^R 1975 3T^ I * ^\H\^> 3903 

sfk anf^kft ^ 390319 ^ 3 TOfa erff^cr f<Wi ^tot t I cfsnft, to *to 

>Hiet>f? rqo t afk cr^TTPT vTO ^ TOPf$te TO f^ft ’ft cR? % TO*J<*>kt ’T# t I Ml(tt^T5t 
dk f 1% fcf^tt ’ft ferroj totto7 |[rt fkroidkr wro ^ dro ^ toj ^rft 
TO t I 

^.2. ’TRcfr? v^dk SRI v3^lted <rffc RTTOT ^5Tt % Pi^fcB Hlefl'Kiftd ^ ^ 

^TcT? ^ t 1 ’TRtfto TOJ^T gRT visited ^fk % 3 iiqifcia TOJ 

^ft "tfTO HHd u ^ 'M ’ftlcT^ 3?k Ximi^Plct) f^tW3Tt, f^knd^T cfft M^^fT TO 
rfldlft raft, TOdf sfk yqkif % xjofdkrt 1 dkft cT^fkft sfk qiPi(v*jcp ^r % 

t 3fk k^TO T ?% TO>-^ ^ W TO TO^T t I toh TOxJ ^ 

TOfr 4 f^ft ffero SRr e£lf TO> TOxJcT ^T# f^T TOT t I 


^ 3 . v3t^T ^ 3TTeftcJ> 3, M l R l cblft TOTcT t f% cTcfaFT ^lf^T3Tt 3 qifacpiWi 3RT 
^nfer Mtoft^ T f^R ! # T TOJ iWf t 3fk mRu|W«^T 3TmTfctcT Mlcfl*cxli’3ffc 
■^kcl iRd Hlcflw^-1 PiilHNcft ^ 3T^fTN 'd <s l^ ^ 3iT?n?r 

vjfT Tf" cR^3Tt ^ ^TH ^ WT 3 *TPRT TOT t l 

TJ. vTO ?^>3TO, TPft^T, ferfcT tot xjdki 

7T.1. ^T TOTct 4 XTO ^3TO cTSTT ft WT ^kcj ^t f^rfcT ^ TO^T 4 

^fteT ^ ^t ^ t i ^Tf^t ^ ^ t 4 Mlcfl^lft^ % 

^ ^rft toto tot fcRn f cf^n ^dtfef^ ^nl^rTOft TOTcf 

f 4 MIcft^ ' ft ^T ^TTW T^ftkr^H, t?T ^ TOg^Tt ^ ^TOTTO ^ 

^ tcH? ^fRTOft ft^ ^ TOTO yiTO^^t kTTOTcT^t ^ kfTO 2f9) ^ ^ ft^ 

; ddl J l f i 

V. vjiTTOff MciHlcb^ r 

tnofrg^T ^?ngjg (•»Trrg) gRi 27 2005 2S sif^ 1 


^T. 1 5T5T ^ 4 if^tfora’T tplHdl 'f vJtx| R<f>l^ <i*n<il % ^ 70 3W. ■51. 

5ifcr era? tjf? t I ^t^rfgraq sntnRci b?ik 5tr>ra c^ g?i f&'wi t 

f 1 # \id1 T l ^ FETTcHl ’R 3Tc?TflT55 SHOT ’T5T t 'JI5 iTTO ' i ^ <11 J 
aR i RcR T, itrer it ^an 3Ri ^?fi ^ ^pit 1 ^ ^ 'irc^Rtsft ^p ^Ff $ 


^liod/rS'O- 
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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

(DIRECTORATE GENERAL OF ANTI-DUMPING AND ALLIED DUTIES) 


NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 30th September, 2005 

Final Findings 


Sub: Anti-Dumping investigations concerning Sunset Review of anti-dumping 
duty on imports of polystyrene originating in or exported from Hong Kong, 
Singapore and Thailand. 


No. 14/8/2004-DGAD.—Having regard to the Section 9A(5) of the Customs 
Tariff Act, 1975 as amended in 1995 and the Customs Tariff (Identification, Assessment 
and Collection of anti-dumping duty on Dumped Articles and for Determination of Injury) 
Rules, 1995, thereof: 

A BACKGROUND & PROCEDURE 

The Background of the review investigations and procedure described in 
the review investigations are described below. 

A.1 The Designated Authority (hereinafter also referred to as Authority), 
under the above Rules as per Section 9A(5) of the Customs Tariff 
(Amendment) Act, 1995 and the Customs Tariff (Identification, 
Assessment and Collection of Anti-Dumping Duty on Dumped Articles and 
for Determination of Injury) Rules, 1995 initiated Sunset Review to review 
the need for continued imposition of anti-dumping duty on imports of 
Polystyrene as indicated in the final findings notification No. 33/1/98- 
DGAD dated 8 th March 2000 with regards to anti-dumping duty imposed 
on imports of Polystyrene ((hereinafter also referred to as subject goods) 
originating in or exported from Hong Kong, Singapore and 
Thailand.((hereinafter also referred to as subject countries). The 
preliminary findings were published vide Notification No. 33/1/98^DGAD 
dated 28 th September 1999 and provisional duty was imposed on the 
subject goods vide Customs notification No. 116/99-Customs dated 14 th 
October 1999. The Designated Authority came out with final findings on 8 th 
March 2000 vide No. 33/1/98-DGAD and definitive anti dumping duty was 
imposed by Customs as per notification No. 42/2000-Customs dated 11 th 
April 2000 which was amended by Customs notification no 158/2000- 
Customs dated 27 th December 2000. The duty was further extended bv 
notification No. 10/2005-Customs dated 16 th February 2005 till 12 l " 
October 2005. 
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A 2 The Authority issued a initiation notification 14/8/2004-DGAD dated 
' 2 th October 2004 published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, initiating 
Anti-Dumping investigations in respect of the above mentioned investigation 
concerning imports of the subject goods classified under Chapter 39 of the 
Customs Tariff Act, 1975 as amended in 1995 originating in or exported 
rom subject countries. 

A.3 The Authority forwarded a copy of the public notice to all the known 
exporters (whose details were available in view of investigations conducted 
earlier) and industry/user associations and gave them an opportunity to 
nake their views known in writing in accordance with the Rule 6(2). 

^4 The Authority forwarded a copy of the public notice to all the known 
mporters ((whose details were available in view of investigations conducted 
earlier) of subject goods in India and advised them to make their views 
mown in writing within forty days from the date of issue of the letter in 
accordance with the Rule 6(2). 

A.5 Request was made to the Central Board of Excise and Customs 
(CBEC) to arrange details of imports of subject goods made in India during 
the past three years, including the period of investigation. 

A.6 The Authority provided a copy of the initiation notification to the 
known exporter and the Embassy of the subject countries in accordance 
with Rules 6(3) supra. 

A.7 The Authority sent a questionnaire to elicit relevant information to 

the exporters/producers, in accordance with the Rule 6(4): 

A.8 No Response/information to the questionnaire was filed by any of 
known exporters/producers or other exporters/producers within the time 
limit: 

A.9 The Embassy of the subject countries in New Delhi were 
informed about the initiation of the investigation in accordance with Rule 6(2) 
with a request to advise all concerned exporters/producers from their country 
to respond to the questionnaire within the prescribed time. A copy of the 
letter and questionnaire sent to the known exporter was also sent to the 
Embassy of the subject countries under rule 6(3). 

A. 10 A questionnaire was sent to the known importers/user 

associations of the subject goods whose details were made available by the 
petitioner for necessary information in accordance with Rule 6(4):- 
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A.11 No Response/information to the questionnaire was filed by the any 
of the importers. 

A. 12 Information regarding injury was sought from domestic industries 
represented by M/s Polystyrene Association of India representing two 
producers of the subject goods i.e./s LG Polymers Pvt. Ltd and M/s 
Supreme Petrochemicals. The cost of production/injury information was 
furnished by the domestic industry which was analyzed by the Authority. 

A. 13 Cost investigation of domestic industries was also conducted to 
work out optimum cost of production and cost to make and sell the subject 
goods in India on the basis of Generally Accepted Accounting Principles 
(GAAP) and the information furnished by the petitioner. 

A14 An opportunity was provided to all interested parties to present their 
views orally on 16 th August 2005. All parties presenting views were 
requested to file written submissions of the views expressed. The parties 
were advised to collect copies of the views expressed by the opposing 
parties and offer rebuttals, if any; 

A. 15 The Authority kept available non-confidential version of the 
evidence presented by various interested parties in the form of a public file 
maintained by the Authority by the Authority and kept open for inspection by 
the interested parties as per Rule 6(7). 

A. 16 *** in this notification represents information furnished by an 
interested party on confidential basis and so considered by the Authority 
under the Rules. 

A. 17 The period of investigation (POI) considered is from 1.04.03 to 

31.03.04. 

B. PRODUCT UNDER CONSIDERATION AND LIKE ARTICLE 


B.1 The product considered in the present investigations is 

polystyrene. Polystyrene is a versatile thermoplastic resin available in wide 
range of formulations from general-purpose crystal and impact grades to 
highly specialized resins. Polystyrene can be of various forms. However, 
crystal polystyrene popularly known as General Purpose Polystyrene 
(GPPS) and impact polystyrene popularly known as High Impact 
Polystyrene (HIPS) are the subject matter of the present investigation. 
GPPS is a clear, amorphous polymer and finds application in food 
packaging, food service items, medical care products, and packaging for 
audio cassettes, compact discs, and other consumer electronic media. HIPS 
makes use of polybutadiene elastomers for impact modifications and finds 
applications in toys, furniture, house wares, food packaging, food service, 
medical care products, appliances, building materials, consumer electronics, 
and packaging for electronic media. GPPS and HIPS are different types of 
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pDlystyrenes and are not substituted with each other. Expansible 
Polystyrene (popularly known as EPS) classified under custom sub heading 
39031100 is beyond the scope of this review investigation. Polystyrene is 
cassified under custom sub-heading 39 03 of Schedulel of the Customs 
Tariff Act, 1975 and under 39 03 19 of the ITC. The description is, however, 
indicative only and is in no way binding on the scope of the present 
investigations. The Authority notes that there are no arguments with regards 
to the product under consideration by any of the interested parties. 

E .2 There is no difference in the Polystyrene produced by the Indian 
industry and Polystyrene exported from the subject countries. Polystyrene 
produced by the Indian industry and imported from the subject country is 
comparable on all relevant parameters such as physical & chemical 
characteristics, manufacturing process & technology, functions & uses. The 
two are technically and commercially substitutable and consumers have 
sed the two interchangeably. There are no arguments advanced by any of 
interested parties with regards to the issue of like article. 
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Ei.3 In light of the above, the Authority holds that the Polystyrene 
f roduced by the Petitioner is identical to the article under consideration in 
tie present Petition and consequently both the imported Polystyrene and 
comestically produced Polystyrene are considered as “like article” to the 
< ubject goods being imported from the subject countries in accordance with 
t ie Anti Dumping Rules. 


C. INITIATION. REVIEW, STANDING AND DOMESTIC INDUSTRY 

C. 1 There are no arguments with regards to the initiation as well as the 

standing of the domestic industry in this case. The Authority notes that 
M/s. Polystyrene Producers’ Association, Mumbai has got all the major 
producers of the subject goods as its members and therefore, the 
Authority holds that M/s. Polystyrene Producers’ Association, Mumbai, 
constitutes domestic industry within the meaning of the rule 2(b) of the 
Anti Dumping rules having accounted for a major proportion of the 
production of the subject goods in the country. 

D. Subsequent Developments 

Submission made by Polystyrene Producers Association (India) on 
September 27. 2005. 

D.1 In the recent months, petroleum prices have hit record highs and it 
is approaching US$ 70 per barrel. Given that petroleum based products 
form a large part of the production cost, this has and will continue to 
severely impact operations of the domestic industry. Further, it is settled 
law both in India and other countries that the data of the period of 
investigation (POI) is to be considered for the purposes of levying 
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antidumping duty. Taking advantage of the sudden and steep hike in oil 
prices, the dumping from one of the subject countries further intensified, 
which manifested itself in a growth in its volume exported to India. 

D.2 The domestic industry apprehends that given the surge in 

volume from the subject country and the drastic increase in the costs of 
their raw materials any duty levied on the basis of the Sunset Period of 
Investigation data (i.e. 1 st April 2003 to 31 st March 2004 when oil prices 
were around US 35/- per barrel) will not adequately address the material 
injury to the domestic industry when prices are approaching US$ 70/- per 
barrel. 

D.3 Further, within the factual matrix of this case, the recurrence of 
injury in the absence of antidumping duties is more than likely, as the 
exporters will sharply increase their volumes once the duty is lifted. This 
trend has already been established on Polystyrene imported from 
Republic of Korea. It is on record that vide letter dated 24 th May, 2004, our 
clients voluntarily withdrew their application for imposition of antidumping 
duties originating in or exported from Korea, Chinese Taipei, Japan and 
Malaysia, subsequent to which volumes from Korea surged. 

D. 4 Given this situation, the Association withdraws the application for 
imposition of antidumping duty on Polystyrene imported from Hong Kong, 
Singapore and Thailand. 

E. CONCLUSIONS 

E.1 On the basis of the submissions made by the domestic industry 
requesting withdrawal of the application for review of imposition of Anti 
dumping duty on Polystyrene , the Authority concludes that there is no 
justification for the continued imposition of the anti dumping duty and 
therefore the Authority recommends discontinuance of anti dumping duty 
on polystyrene originating in or exported from subject countries as 
recommended by the Designated Authority vide Final Findings notification 
dated 8 th March 2000 vide No. 33/1/98-DGAD and imposed by the Central 
Government vide notification No. 42/2000-Customs dated 11 th April 2000 
which was amended by Customs notification no 158/2000-Customs dated 
27 th December 2000 and extended by notification No. 10/2005-Customs 
dated 16 th February 2005. 


CHRISTY L. FERNANDEZ, Designated Authority 
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